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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 

1200 Sixth Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98101 

Rc..11ly1'o APR 2 7 2000 
Attn Of; EC0-088 

Lieutenant Colonel \Villi31nE. Bulen, Jr., Commander. 
Department of the Army 
\Valla Walia District 
U.S. Anny Corp~ of Engineer~ 
20 I North 'Third Avenue 
Walla Walla. Washlngton 99362-1876 

Dear Lieutenant Colonel Bulen: 
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The U S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has re~,iewec..l the Lower Snake River 
.Juvenile Salmon ~ligration Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
(DETS). Tins report looks at four alten1nrive:; to itnprove passage ofju:vt:nile saln10n through the 
four lower Snake River daJJ.lS and the teclutical. enviromnental, and economic irnpacts of each of 

the alternatives. Our review was <.lone in accordance with our responsibilities under the National 

Environmentnl Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act (CAA). CAA Section 

309, independent ofNEPA, specit1cally direct$ EPA to review nnd comment in writing on the 
t:!nvh·omncntal ilnp:.u.:t!'i associated with rultnajor federal actions. 

EPA is a cooperating agency for this DEIS. Wr:! have corrr:!srondcd with the U.S. Anny 
Corps of Engineers (Corps) on nunlCrous occasions sint:e 1996 relaying our water quality and air. 
quality concerns. \Ve have worked closely with the Corps in the i'lational ~Imine Fi~heries 
Service/Endangered Species Act Forum~ the Federal Caucus aml the All-H Process. Further, we 
ure cun·c1uly working ''lith the Corps to develop a water quality strategy for the 2000 Federal 
Coll.tmbia Rh'cr Power Systcn1 Diolngicnl Opinion. We know that solving water quality 
problen1S in the Federal Colurnhia River Power Syste1n is a very difficult task o.nu we are 

comtnittcd to working closely with the Corps on this issue. ln that regard, our key staff 1net <.ln 
April2 t, 2000, to di!\cuss EPA's issues with the DEIS and tn dc\·elop a process for resolving 

tltosc concems. \Ve reached agrce1nent on the need to clarify the hnpact of the e~isting c.Jan'lS on 

water quality. '\Ve assigned a workgroup of teclmicnl staff ti·onl both of our agencies to conduct a 
joint water quality c.malysis to h.e included in the IlC:<t ver~ion of the ETS. We also agreed to work 
to~ether on air quality, econotnics anu the other iss·ucs EPA has ruiseu, in order to resolve thenl 
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for publication of the EIS. 

EPA,s primary goal in the Columbia Basin is to ilnprovc water quality for ecosystctn 

recovery by ensuring that federal dams are operated in a rruumer tbat results in attainment of state 

water quality standards. This is consistent with our tnlst responsibility to Colun1bia River Tribes. 

Bnseu upon our review, we have rateu the DBIS, 3 (Inadequate). Our review dctennined 

that the DElS does not adequately assess the potentially significant envirotuuentnl i.tnpacts of all 

the alternatives. Specifically, the DEIS: 

• 
• 
• 

• 

improperly evaluates the water quality impacts of alternatives 1 tlu·ough 4; 

does not include a strategy to c01nply with water quality standards; 

cloes not include the costs of acrueving water quality standards under alternatives 

1 through 3 in the econolnic analysis; and 

does not adequately evaluate the air quality impacts of any of the alternatives . 

Since there wa.~ no preferred altetilative, we rated the environn1ental impact of each 

alternative. We rated Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 as EU (Environn"Ientally Unsatisfactory). We ratetl 

Alternative 4 as EC (EnvironnlCntal Concerns). These ratings retlect the scope of this EJS 

process: hydropower impacts to the lower Snake River salmon stocks. 1be EIS process is only 

one part of a broader Regional process to deten11ine the best strategy for salmon recovery across 

the Cohuubia Basin. The fmal decision on the lower Snake River dams will come from that 

broader proces~. The rotmgs are ba.~cd on the fact that alternatives 1-3 will continue the cun·ent 1 
water quality standard e;<ccedances and Alten1ntive 4 is the only alternative presented in the 

DEJS that will likely result in attainment of WQS in at lea.qt the mid-tenn Attached is an 

explanation of the EPA rating syste1n and our detailed comments. Thi.~ rating and a S\1mmary of 

these cotnments will be published in the Federal Register. · 

Tho DEIS does not adequately characterize the i1npacts of the existing dams on water 

q\mlity. \Ve are particularly concernec..l with the DEIS' treatment of.te1nperature. The docunrent 

concludes that the lower Snake River dams actually lower water teutperature in tlte 

h11poundn1ents. We believe that this conclusion results from selective use of data and selective 

use of modeling results. EPA water temperature modeling clearly den1oustrates that the dru.ns 

cause water quality standard exceedances almost on a daily basis llluing tbe hl')t part of the 

sun1111er by inhibiting the diuntal water temperature fluctuatit)JlS that occur under free flowing 

conditions. Da1ns a1so delay or even preclude the.water cooJing effects of cool weather causeu by 

weather fronts or changing t'easons, leading to nunrerous days of e}tccedance of the water quality 

stunllnrd. Tile attached conunents explain our analysis of temperature in detail and also address 

the impacts of dan1s on total dissolved gas (TDG) and dissolved oxygen (DO). The DBTS 

understates the itnpacts of the dams on TDG and does not discuss nonattainment of the DO 

stnm1nl'd, although those exceedances are revealed in data presented in Appendix C. 
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The EIS must acknowledge the effects of the existing dams on water quality. Water 

quality impacts are patticularly itnpo11ant because they pertain directly to tbe biological 

requirement~ of the fish that the feasibility study is intended to address. Attaimnent of water 

quality standards should be a major factor in selection of the prefetTed altetnativc because of the 

biological rcquiretncnts of the fi~h and the objectives of the CWA. 

P. 03 

Based on our review, we do not believe that the DEIS is adeqllate for the purposes of 

NEl,A. The major deficiency is that the water quality hnpacts of Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 are not 

adequately characterized and no strategy is presented to Jnitigate those impacts. I look forwartl to 

working with you to address the issues raised in thi~ letter. However, if we are unable to resolve 

our concems, this matter nmy becon1e a potential candidate for refen·al to the Council on 

Environmental Quality for resolution. It is essential for the EIS to discu~s all of the 

enviromnental intpo.cts of aU of the alternatives. Please call me at (206) 553-1234 to discuss 

these conuneTltS or have your staff contact Richard Parkin at (206) 553-857 4. 

Sincerely, 

Chuck Clarke 
Regional Administrator 

Enclosure 
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